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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed 1 1/08/05 appealing from the Office action mailed 
6/3/05. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings 
which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in 
the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contained in 
the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

6,301,609 Aravamudan et al. 10-2001 

(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Aravamudan et 
al., U.S. Patent No. 6,301,609. 

As per claim 1, Aravamudan teaches a notification system, comprising: a monitor that 
monitors likely available states of an entity (see col. 7, line 49-col. 8, line 3 1); and a bounding 
system that classifies a notification to the entity according to a predefined protocol and the likely 
available states, the bounding system facilitating deferral of the notification based at least in part 
on the notification classification, (see col. 2, lines 25-49. col. 5, lines 53--col. 6, line 12, and col. 
6, line 64col. 7, line 20) 

As per claim 2, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 1, wherein the bounding system 
is a subscription service provided at a notification source that enables users to tag notifications 
according to ,a predefined priority (see col. 6, lines 13-31, col. 7, line 49-col. 8, line 31, and col. 
9, line 64-col.lO, line 51). 

As per claim 3, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 2, wherein the predefined 
priority is assigned based upon the happening of a condition (col. 7, line 49col. 8, line 31). 
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As per claim 4, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 2, further comprising a 
subscription user interface to enable users to configure attributes of a notification (col, 6, lines 
45-63 and col. 9, line 64-col. 10, line 51; it is inherent that a user interface is presented to the 
user because the user is allowed to configure attributes of a notification). 

As per claim 5, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 4, wherein the attributes are 
defined in .a notification schema (see col 6, lines 12-31). 

As per claim 6, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 5, the notification schema 
further comprising at least one of a notification class, a source, a source assigned priority, a 
sender, a target, one or more content components, a relevant context, and advanced attributes 
(See col. 6, lines 12-31). 

As per claim 7, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 5, further comprising a 
preferences profile for assigning priority based upon settings in the notification schema (see col. 
6, lines 12-31). 

As per claim 8, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 7, further comprising a 
notification preferences editor to enable users to configure the preferences profile (see col. 6, 
lines 45-63 and col. 9, line 64-col. 10, line 51; it is inherent that a user interface is presented to 
the user because the user is allowed to configure preferences profile). 

As per claim 9, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 8, wherein the notification 
preference editor enables users to configure at least one of a context, a source type, a contact 
class, and a notification agent policy for directing received notifications (see col. 6, lines 45-63 
and col. 9, line 64-col. 10, line 51). 
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As per claim 10, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 9, wherein the context includes 
at least one of a calendar, tune of day, and a device activity (see col. 7, line 49-col. 8, line 31), 

As per claim 11, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 9, wherein the source type 
includes at least one of a human contact and an automated alert (see col. 5, line 52-col. 6, line 
31). 

As per claim 12, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 9, wherein the contact class 
includes at least one of key associates, family, and an InAddress Book (see col. 6, lines 45-63). 

As per claim 13, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 1, wherein the monitor derives 
context from at least one of a calendar, a time of day, a device activity, and a user location (see 
col. 7, li#49-col. 8, line 31). 

As per claim 14, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 13, wherein the monitor 
determines the likely available states from the derived context (see col. 7, line 49-col. 8, line 3 1). 

As per claim 15, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 1, wherein the likely available 
states are determined from ,at least one of an indication by the user, an office setting, an 
environment setting, an activity setting, and a driving setting (see col. 7, line 49-col, 8, line 31), 

As per claim 16, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 1, further comprising a 
notification agent that directs notifications from one or more sources to one or more notification 
sinks based at least in part on the predefined protocol and the likely available states (see col. 5, 
line 52-col. 6, line 31). 

As per claim 17, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 1, wherein the bounding 
system is a priorities system that automatically assigns priorities to notifications (see col. 7, line 
49-col. 8, line 31 and col. 9, line 64-col. 10, line 51). 
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As per claim 18, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 17, wherein the priorities are 
assigned via a classifier (see col. 7, line' 49-col. 8, line 31 and col. 9, line 64-col. 10, line 51). 

As per claim 19, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 1, further comprising a max 
deferral setting that is associated with a notification priority to enable at least one of a delivery of 
the notification at a time-out of the max deferral, and deferral of the notification to the likely 
available free state (see col. 7, line$ 49-col. 8, line 31). 

As per claim 20, Aravamudan teaches the system of claim 19, further comprising a 
setting to enable designated notifications to at least one of be passed-through, and restricted 
during designated periods (see col. 5, line 52-col. 6, line 31). 

(10) Response to Argument 

Applicant's argued that Aravamudan fails to teach a bounding system facilitating deferral 
of the notification based at least in part on the notification classification. 

Examiner disagrees. During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given 
>their< broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." > In re Hyatt, 211 
F.3d 1367, 1372, 54 USPQ2d 1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir, 2000). Although the claims are interpreted 
in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In 
re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution, and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 
550-51 (CCPA 1969). 
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In this case, the claim recites, "facilitating deferral of the notification based at least in 
PART on the notification classification." Aravamudan teaches this limitation because, before 
Proxy of Aravamudan can determine the best way to dispose a notification, it must first and 
foremost determine whether notification is classified as an important event by CSP. (see 
Aravamudan column 8, lines 32-50) This determination is a notification classification, (see 
Aravamudan, column 8, lines 32-50) Although Aravamudan is silent as to how the notification 
is deposed when it is not classified as an important event, the fact that the notification must be 
classified as an important event before it can even be deposed as indicated by Aravamudan is 
sufficient to meet the claimed limitation: "deferral of the notification based at least in PART on 
the notification classification." 

Furthermore, Aravamudan also allows users to "establish rules in which important event 
are disposed of differently based only upon the type of important event." (see, column 9, lines 
35-40) The disposition of notification based on event type is another notification classification. 

In conclusion, because Aravamudan teaches at least two methods of facilitating deferral 
of the notification based at least in PART on the notification classification, examiner's final 
rejection should be upheld. 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Peng Ke 



Application/Control Number: 09/881,502 
Art Unit: 2174 



Page 8 



Conferees: 
Kristine Kincaid 



SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMNER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 



Steve Sax 




